This article examines contemporary immigration discourses in Finland using experiences of immigrants originating from the United States as a case study. This research shows that the notion of an "immigrant" (maahanmuuttaja) is a highly racialized and class-based category in Finland. The difficulties of finding work that fits Americans' educational qualifications and their discouraging experiences of speaking "broken Finnish" reveal the fluidity of the division between foreigners who are seen as immigrants and those who are not. A specific lens through which these questions are tackled is immigrant visibility, which is defined not only in visual terms but also in audible terms through language use and as "non-sensorial" visibility at the level of discourses. The study argues that the politics of visibility is an important mechanism of labeling foreigners as "immigrants" in Finland.
main concern is often social usefulness of research. The question is, as Varro and Boyd (1998: 7) put it, "why study a population that poses no problem to the receiving society?" My contention is that it is important to understand why and how the term "immigrant" becomes associated with only certain classes and racialized groups of migrants. I show that the definition of an "immigrant" is not stable but contextual: a person who in one context is not considered an immigrant may be seen as such in the next. While I found that Americans did not see themselves as "immigrants" in Finland, and that they (as well as other immigrants from Western industrialized nations) were invisible in public and academic discourses on immigration, their privileged status in Finnish society as "non-immigrants" was not guaranteed. For example, when looking for employment in Finland, many Americans felt that they were being discriminated against simply by virtue of not being a Finn and/or a native Finnish speaker. In other words, despite their denial of the immigrant label, their position in the Finnish labor market was often just as insecure as that of groups of seemingly lower social status.
A specific lens through which I tackle these questions is immigrant visibility. The study of immigrant visibility has typically focused on physical visibility of immigrant bodies. I see immigrant visibility not only in visual terms but also in audible terms through language use and as "non-sensorial" visibility at the level of discourses. My research on American immigrants in Finland reveals that immigrant visibility is contextual, shifting, and often related to language use. As noted above, Americans rarely attract much (at least negative) attention in public and academic discussions on immigration. While white Americans may be able to "pass" as part of the dominant population, the fact that the majority of the Americans who participated in this study used American English in their daily lives in Finland marked them as "visible".
1 This kind of visibility is not necessarily negative in the eyes of the majority population -as many Americans noted, Finns were often pleased to meet Americans and to get an opportunity to practice their English. This exemplifies how Americans can be perceived to be part of the welcomed "internationalization" of Finnish society. Speaking "broken Finnish" (Finnish with an accent), on the other hand, evoked a more negative reaction -perhaps because the speaker was then seen as an "immigrant". Immigrant visibility is thus contingent on specific national and temporal contexts, in which hierarchies based on race, class, nationality, and language intersect to produce different kinds of visibility for different groups of foreigners.
While in every-day social interactions Americans' visibility as nonFinnish speakers may be received positively, in the labor market the lack of Finnish language skills can be a detriment even for Americans.
Sources
My (Leinonen 2011 (Leinonen , 2012 , all the interviewees were married to or in a relationship with a Finn. I also interviewed 18 Finnish spouses (13 women, 5 men) of Americans in Finland. All except one of the American interviewees were "white" Americans of European descent.
The one exception was a man who had immigrated to the United
States from South America as a child with his family. None of the Finns who participated in this study had any immigrant background to
Finland. The American interviewees formed a well-educated group:
only one had not completed a college degree.
I found my interviewees mainly using the snowball sampling 
Finland -a nation of immigration?
In Finnish scholarship, the history of immigration to the country is usually narrated in a way that highlights its "newness" to the country.
According to this narrative, Finland did not transform from a country of emigration to that of immigration until the 1990s (Keskinen, Rastas & Tuori 2009: 18; Tuori 2007a Scholars have attributed this invisibility of the immigrant past to "the dominant ideology of the nation-state" -the idea of European nationstates as homogeneous nations with stable and static populations (Lucassen 2005: 13-14, 198) .
In Finland, too, the common narrative regarding the Finnish nation contains the idea of a homogeneous, monoethnic nation.
Researchers have traced this idea back to the latter half of the 19 th century, to the nation-building project that aimed "to incorporate peripheral domains and to assimilate diverse peoples into the bodypolitic" (Häkkinen & Tervonen 2004: 22 
Visible and invisible immigrants
In this section, I examine how white Americans are located in different domains of immigrant visibility in Finland: in terms of visuality -who is visually identified as an immigrant -and at the level of public and academic discussions on immigration. In Finland, as in most European countries, "whiteness" is an unmarked and normative racial category that functions as a marker of domination and superiority (Dyer 2002: 177-178; McDowell 2009: 28) . At the same time,
"whiteness" is not a uniform category. Griffin and Braidotti (2002: 227) argue that "(t)he black-white dynamic leaves untouched the whole issue of diversity among groups seemingly of one color, the intra-group differences that account for many of the most serious racial and ethnicized conflicts in Europe". To highlight these hierarchies within "whiteness", I also briefly discuss the situation of Russian immigrants in Finland, focusing on public discourses. Despite their 
"Just an American living abroad"
In Europe, current immigration discussions are predominantly wrapped in the vocabulary of threats, restrictions, and problems that immigrants may cause for their host societies. The discussions typically focus on the (incompatible) cultural, religious, and ethnic differences between the native and immigrant populations.
Moreover, the concepts "immigrant", "refugee", and "asylum seeker" are constantly conflated in public discussions in Europe. The small group of refugees and asylum seekers is disproportionately visible in the media, and the concept of an immigrant becomes associated with ideas of oppressed victims fleeing their home country or opportunistic asylum seekers looking for social benefits in prosperous European welfare states. For example, White (2002: 106-107) found that in Ireland, the general assumption is that all immigrants were asylum-seekers (while in fact only one-fifth entered the country in search of refuge). She also found that "blackness" became associated with being a refugee or an asylum seeker. Consequently, the term "immigrant" is racialized to refer to people originating from "poorer", non-white areas of the world who are seeking to gain residence in rich Western countries. For example, Gullestad (2002: 50) notes that in Norway, the term innvandrer typically creates images of persons who have a "'Third World' origin, different values from the majority, 'dark skin'". Even in the "nation of immigrants", the United States, the immigrant category is similarly stigmatized: " [Immigrants] are desperate, they are dirty, and they are brown" ( These examples illustrate the social stigma that the label immigrant carries with it, as well as the privilege that certain groups of migrants have to refuse this label.
"The language is a big issue"
Despite the fact that neither Americans themselves nor the surround- Americans' presence in Finland may be seen as part of (welcomed) internationalization of Finland, their actual experiences of living in Finland are still influenced by the negative immigration discourses. Lehtonen, Löytty, and Ruuska (2004: 258-259) argue that there seems to be two forms of "othering" taking place when Finns negotiate the presence of immigrants in their country. There are exclusive others that are at the margins of society: they are the opposite of self, victims or threats. However, others can also be inclusive: they can be seen as part of us, maybe even part of our (desired) identity, different, yet not opposite. It seems that Americans -and other
Western immigrants -can be seen as inclusive others in Finland.
Meeting an American in Finland might be exciting to many Finns, but the American still remains "the other". "Othering" is fundamentally based on an unequal relationship and denies the possibility of complete belonging. As an American noted, "many Finns seem to have a dualistic attitude towards Americans -on the other hand they seem to idolize all things foreign, but on the other hand being different in even a minor way creates distance".
Conclusion
Americans have the privilege of not being associated with the racial- 3. This meaning of the term "expatriate" is a relatively new inven- 
